Message

From: Gibbons, Catherine [/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP
(FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=2AC775A35A0945718EDC7EQ02F50E6C12-GIBBONS, CATHERINE]

Sent: 8/18/2016 8:20:13 PM

To: Cogliano, Vincent [fo=Exchangelabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group
(FYDIBOHF235PDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=51f2736376ac4d32bad2fe7cfef2886b-Cogliano, Vincent]

Subject: RE: Crvlin the news

Deliberative Process / Ex. 5

From: Cogliano, Vincent

Sent: Wednesday, August 17, 2016 12:39 PM

To: Gibbons, Catherine <Gibbons.Catherine@epa.gov>; Sasso, Alan <Sasso.Alan@epa.gov>
Subject: Fwd: CrViin the news

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Flowers, Lynn" <Flowers.Lynn{@epa.gov>

To: "Hauchman, Fred" <hauchman.fred@epa.gov>, "Bahadori, Tina" <Bahadori. Tina@epa.gov>, "Ross,
Mary" <Ross.Mary@epa.gov>, "Vandenberg, John" <Vandenberg John@epa.gov>, "Thomas, Russell"
<Thomas.Russell@epa.gov>, "Slimak, Michael" <Slimak Michael@epa.gov>, "Cogliano, Vincent"
<cogliano vincent@epa.gov>, "Kavlock, Robert" <Kavlock Robert(@epa.gov>, "Burke, Thomas"
<Burke. Thomas@epa.gov>, "Gwinn, Maureen" <gwinn.maureen@epa.gov>, "Deener, Kathleen"
<Deener.Kathleen@epa.gov>

Subject: CrVI in the news

Deliberative Process / Ex. 5

Letter to Gina McCarthy (Aug 16, 2016) - attached
http://insideepa.com/daily-news/environmentalists-urge-epa-accelerate-cré-drinking-water-standard (pasted
below)

Resignation of North Carolina state epidemiologist over issues related to toxicity values for CrVIin coal
ash (Aug 10, 2016)
https://www.documentcloud.org/documents/3010359-DaviesResignationPDF 10Aug2016. html
http.//www.wral com/agency-leaders-lob-more-criticism-on-state-scientist/ 15915859/

North Carolina public statement from DHHS and DEQ denouncing state toxicologist for issues related to
CrVI and vanadium (Aug 9, 2016)
http://deq.nc.gov/press-release/despite-mischaracterizations-north-carolina-protecting-drinking-water

TCEQ released a draft assessment for public comment that recommends a threshold value for CrVI
carcinogenicity (RfD) (Jun 2016)
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http://insideepa.com/sites/insideepa.com/files/documents/jul2016/epa2016 1440 pdf

EPA OW’s public statements regarding CrVI and next steps, including the possibility of regulation
https://www.epa.gov/dwstandardsregulations/chromium-drinking-water

Environmentalists Urge EPA To Accelerate Cr6 Drinking Water Standard

August 16, 2016

Environmentalists are urging EPA Administrator Gina McCarthy to set a drinking water standard for hexavalent
chromium (Cr6) as soon as possible, expressing concerns about the agency's failure to finalize, after eight years
of work, a risk assessment of the metal that would allow EPA to move forward with a new standard.

“We write with deep concern about this continued delay,” Environmental Working Group (EWG) President
Ken Cook and consumer advocate Erin Brockovich write in an Aug. 16
letter<http://insideepa.com/sites/insideepa.com/files/documents/aug2016/epa2016_1741 pdf> to McCarthy. “It
is clear that the delay is sowing confusion among state and local regulators, utilities and the public about how
much hexavalent chromium is safe in drinking water. This confusion is resulting [in] many Americans’
exposure to unregulated levels of [Cr6] . . 7

The advocates' letter to McCarthy follows the resignation of North Carolina's state epidemiologist, Megan
Davies, over disagreements with other state officials on how to limit residents' exposure to Cr6 in drinking
water wells near Duke Energy’s coal ash pits. EWG and Brockovich argue in their letter that EPA's inaction on
a federal Cr6 standard left Davies without an enforceable basis for her concerns about the levels of Cr6 in
drinking water wells that did not exceed the federal standard but which advocates call outdated.

EWG and other advocates have long argued that the existing federal chromium standard is inadequate, in part
because they say it inappropriately combines multiple forms of chromium. The 100 micrograms per liter (ug/L)
of water standard, set in 1991, is for total chromium, a mixture of Cr6 and trivalent chromium (Cr3). While Cr6
is a carcinogen, Cr3 is an essential nutrient.

EWG argues that a drinking water standard, or maximum contaminant level (MCL), “for these two kinds of
chromium combined conflates the individual risk of each chemical and allows for legally permissible [Cr6]
levels that do not adequately protect public health. EPA should instead set an MCL specifically for [Cr6] to
more accurately reflect the actual level of risk posed by [Cr6] alone.”

EPA Assessment

EPA released a draft Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS) assessment of oral Cr6 risks in 2010, but that
draft was shelved after a controversial 2011 peer review panel, where several members recommended that the
agency delay the assessment until industry consultants completed a series of studies investigating the biological
mechanism for how Cr6 causes cancer after ingestion. Environmentalists later questioned some of the
reviewers' industry ties.

The agency in 2014 re-started the IRIS<http://insideepa.com/node/168017> assessment, releasing preliminary
scoping documents later that year. A public draft has yet to be released, but may be planned for 2017, an
industry source says.

The consultants' subsequent publications have questioned a 2008 study of rodents by the National Toxicology
Program, which first raised concern over oral exposures to Cr6, suggesting that the studies are not applicable to
Americans' risks given their much lower exposure levels in drinking water. Using that information, the Texas
Commission on Environmental Quality last month released a draft Cr6
assessment<http://insideepa.com/node/193049> indicating that the existing federal standard is health protective.
EWG, however, cites California's decision to set its own Cr6 standard of 10 ug/L -- a number that EWG
considers insufficiently protective, even though it is significantly stricter than the federal standard. North
Carolina's Cr6 standard is weaker, though it falls within the federal standard, EWG writes.

“While questions remain about what level of exposure to [Cr6] is safe, there is scientific consensus that the
chemical is hazardous at extremely low concentrations,” the letter states. “States like North Carolina, where
industrial byproducts like coal ash increase the risk of [Cr6] contamination, need a federal mandate to set
strong, health-protective standards. . .”

Noting it has been eight years since EPA began assessing Cro6 risks, the group urges McCarthy to set a new
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MCL “as soon as possible.” -- Maria Hegstad (mhegstad@iwpnews.com<mailto:mhegstad@iwpnews.com™>)

Lynn Flowers, PhD, DABT
Office of Science Policy
US EPA

Washington, DC
202-564-6293
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